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REMARKS 

L General 

The issues outstanding in the instant application are as follows: 

> Claims 11 and 14-17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Chung, United States Patent Number 4,620,127 (hereinafter Chung); 

> Claims 11-13 and 16-18 stand ^ected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Sorensen, United States Patent Number 4,889,234 (hereinafter Sorensen); and 

> Claim 21 stands unexamined. 

Applicant respectfully traverses these rejections and requests reconsideration of claims 
1 1-15, 18 and 21 in light of the amendments presented above and the arguments presented 
below. Claim 1 1 is amended above for clarity and to correct typographical errors introduced 
into the claim by previous amendments. Claims 16 and 17 are canceled above and new 
independent claim 22, and claims 23-27 ultimately depending therefrom, are introduced above. 
Thus Claims 1 1-15, 18 and 21-27 are currently pending in this application. 

n. Rejection!* under 35 U.S.C S 10 2 

As noted, claims 1 1 and 14-17 stand rejected as being anticipated by Chung and claims 
1 1-13 and 16-18 stand rejected as being anticipated by Sorensen. Applicant respectfully 
traverses these rejections for the reasons advanced below. 

It is well settled that to anticipate a claim, a reference must teach every element of the 
claim, see M.P.E.P. § 2131. Moreover, in order for a reference to be anticipatory under 35 
U.S.C. § 1 02 with respect to a claim, "ftjhe elements must be arranged as required by the 
claim," see M.P.E.P. § 2131, citing In re Bond, 15 US.P.Q.2d 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 
Furthermore, in order for a reference to be anticipatory under 35 U.S.C. § 102 with respect to a 

claim, "[t]he identical invention must be shown, in as complete detail as is contained in the . . . 

claim," see M.P.E.P. § 213 1, citing Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 9 U.S.P.Q.2d 1913 (Fed. 

Cir. 1989). Applicant respectfully asserts that the rejections of claims 11-15 and 18 do not 

satisfy one or more of these requirements, as detailed below. 
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Independent claim 11, as amended, positively recites "an adhesion surface disposed 
on said tire pressure sensor, said adhesi on surface disposed in contact with a surface of the 
wheel of the vehicle". Applicant respectfully contends that neither Chung nor Sorensen teach, 
or suggest, these elements. 

Chung relates to a kinescope-yoke assembly for a video monitor and discloses use of a 
fast curing adhesive in combination with a slow curing adhesive (column 4, line 64 - column 
5, line 7). However, Chung is silent concerning disposition of an adhesion surface on a tire 
pressure sensor ("an adhesion surface disposed on said tire pressure sensor"), much less 
disposition of such an adhesion surface in contact with a surface of a wheel ("said adhesion 
surface disposed in contact with a surface of the wheel"). Further, Chung fails to teach or 
suggest an "adhesion surface comprisi ng a first region and a second region," particularly with a 
first adhesive disposed in the first region and a second adhesive disposed in the second region, 
as also recited in claim 1 1 . Rather, at column 2, line 47, Chung teaches the use of a "matrix" 
of adhesive compounds intended to provide a blended slow-curing and fast-curing formulation. 
(See line 1 1 of the Abstract.) 

Sorensen relates to relatively low mass adhesive labels, which may include an area 
with a permanent adhesive and an area with lesser adhesion. The lesser adhesion permits the 
label to be peeled back and later resided. However, as with Chung, Sorensen is silent 
concerning disposition of an adhesion surface on a tire pressure sensor, much less disposition 
of such an adhesion surface in contact with a surface of a wheel, as positively recited by 
independent claim 1 1 . 

Further, neither Chung nor Sorensen teach or suggest claim 1 1 elements "said first 
adhesive . . . retaining the tire pressure sensor on the surface of the wheel during an assembly 
operation involving the wheel" or "aiid second adhesive . . . retaining the tire pressure sensor 
on the surface of the wheel during operation of the vehicle." The Office Action dismisses 
these elements (and other elements) as being statements of intended use and/or directed to 
process steps. However, Applicant notes that these elements of Ihe claims result in structural 
differences between the claimed invention and the prior art. For example, claim 1 1 calls for 
the sensor to be retained to a wheel, a clear structural difference from Chung or Sorensen, as 
neither Chung nor Sorensen make any mention of a wheel, or the like. Further, the structures 
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disclosed in Chung and Sorensen are not capable of performing the asserted use. For example, 
as discussed in earlier responses, the label in Sorensen could not withstand the forces to which 
a tire pressure sensor is subjected in operation. Similarly, there is no indication in Chung that 
its adhesive matrix is intended to retain a bond between a kinescope and yoke under conditions 
in anyway analogous to those present on a wheel (within a tire) during operation of a vehicle. 

Applicant respectfully asserts that at least for the above reasons independent claim 1 1 is 
patentoble over the 35 U.S.C. § 102 rejections of record. Furthermore, as noted, there are great 
differences between claim 11 and the art of record, and a person of ordinary skill in the art 
considering the prior art would not find these differences obvious. 

Claims 12-15 and 18 each ultimately depend from independent claim 1 1 . Thus, each 
of claims 12-15 and 18 inherit all elements of claim 11. Therefore, for at least the reasons 
advanced above in addressing the anticipation rejection of claim 11, each of claims 12-15 and 
1 8 set forth features and elements not recited by Chung or Sorensen. Hence, Applicant 
respectfully asserts that claims 12-15 and 18 are also patentable over the 35 U.S.C. § 102 
rejections of record. 

m. Reiectie - Dgia Eg! ggfflBffitffiEfl! Qfficc Policv 

Applicant respectfully contends that the rejection of claim 21 by the Office Action does 
not comport with Office policy. Specifically, the Examiner is directed that w [i]n accordance 
with the patent statute, 'Whenever, on examination, any claim for a patent is rejected, or any 
objection . . . made', notification of the reasons for rejection and/or objection together with 
such information and references as may be useful in judging the propriety of continuing the 
prosecution (35 U.S.C. 132) should be given," M.P.E.P. § 707. Claim 21 is indicated as 
rejected in the Office Action Summary of liie September 9, 2006 Office Action. However, the 
claim 21 is not discussed wimin the 'body of the Office Action. As such the Examiner has not 
clearly articulated the rejection of amended claim 21 so that the applicant has the opportunity 
to provide evidence of patentability and otherwise respond completely at the earliest 
opportunity," M.P.E.P. § 706. Applicant therefore respectfully requests that the Examiner set 
forth Hie rejection of claim 21 in a non-final Office Action, so that Applicant may have a full 
and fair opportunity to explore the patentability of this claim. 
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However, Applicant notes that both Chung and Sortmzn fail to teach or suggest at least 
«a first adhesive disposed on a first region of an adhesion surface of the tire pressure sensor" 
and/or "a second adhesive disposed on a second region of the adhesion surface of the tire 
pressure monitor." For this reason alone, independent claim 21 is patentable over Chung and 
Sorensen. Additionally, claim 21 recites further elements which structurally differentiate it 
from the prior art. For example, the art fails to teach or suggest a "first adhesive . . . adhering 
the adhesion surface of the tire pressure sensor to the surface of the wheel during an assembly 
operation involving the wheel" and/or a "second adhesive ... adhering the tire pressure sensor 
to the surface of the wheel indefinitely at typical operational speeds of the vehicle." 

TV N«y Claims 22-27 

Applicant respectfully asserts that new claims 22-27 are patentable over the prior art for 
reasons similar to those discussed with relation to claims 11-15. 18 and 21, above. 

V. Conclusion 

For all the reasons given above, Applicant submits that the pending claims distinguish 
over the prior art of record under 35 U.S.C § 102 and that this application is in condition for 
allowance. The fees necessary for the accompanying RCE and extension of time are dealt with 
in the accompanying transmittals and/or the petition and RCE themselves Applicant believes 
no further fee (claim fee, etc.) is due wilh this response. However, if a fee is due, please 
charge Deposit Account No. 50-1534, from which the undersigned is authorized to draw. 
Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner call the below listed attorney if the Examiner 
believes that the attorney can helpful in resolving any remaining issues or can otherwise be 
helpful in expediting prosecution of the present application. 


Date: September 6, 2007 Respectfully submitted. 



Jerry L. Mahurin 
Attorney for the Applicant 
Reg. No. 34,661 
c/o The Gates Corporation 
IP Law Department 10-A3 
1551 Wewatta Street 
TT \ r Denver, CO 80202 

£1:, Colorado (303)744-5796 
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